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REIVIARKS/ARGUIVIENTS 

Applicants received the Office action dated August 11, 2004, in which the 
Examiner: (1) commented on the filing status of the present continuation 
application; (2) rejected claims 1^, 9-15, 25-29. 33-39, 49-53 and 57-63 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Josten (U.S. Pat No. 5,574,902); 
(3) rejected claims 6-8, 16-17, 30-32, 40-42, 54-56 and 64-66 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Josten in view of Duvillier et al. (U.S. Pub. 
No. 2002/0103819 Al); and (4) objected to claims 19-22. 24, 43-46, 48, 67-70 
and 72 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if 
rewritten In independent form. In this response, Applicants traverse all rejections. 
Based on the arguments contained herein, Applicants believe all pending claims 
to be allowable over the art of record. 
I. APPLICATION STATUS 

The present application is a continuation application filed under 37 CFR 
§ 1.53(b) as clearly stated in the transmittal form submitted with the application 
October 9, 2004, Further, page 1 of Applicants' Preliminary Amendment also 
refers to the present case as being filed under § 1.53(b) and additionally notes 
that the related parent case (Serial No. 09/628,571) should survive. Clearly, the 
present application was not filed as, and was not intended to be, a Request for 
Continued Examination (RCE) or a Continued Prosecution Application (CPA). 
The current application Is intended to be a separate application (and eventually 
an Issued patent) from the parent case — ^that is, two patents will issue in this 
femlly. 

Against that backdrop, Applicants are unclear why the Examiner: 
(1) contends that the application was filed under 37 CFR § 1.53(d); (2) contends 
that Applicants intend for the cunent application to be treated as a CPA; and 
(3) treats the current application as an RCE under 37 CFR § 1.114. The current 
application is neither an RCE nor a CPA as stated above and was never filed, or 
intended to be filed, as such. Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to 
acknowledge the proper status of the current case as a continuing application 
filed under 37 CFR § 1.53(b) in which the parent case survives. 
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II. THE ART REJECTIONS 

Claim 1 requires "changing the unique identifier to create a current unique 
identifier that is assigned to the distributed file system upon a failure of a server" 
and "comparing the buffered unique identifier with the current unique identifier 
when the page is requested while the page is in a written state."* Further, claim 1 
then requires "handling the request responsive to the comparison." Josten does 
not teach or suggest this combination of limitations. Although not clear from the 
Office action, Applicants assume that the Examiner analogizes Josten's ordinal 
value (ORD) to the claimed "unique identifier.'' Josten does not teach changing 
the ORD value upon failure of a server to a value that Is compared to a previously 
buffered ORD value and then handling a request responsive to that comparison. 
At least for this reason, claim 1 and all claims that depend on or from claim 1 are 
allowable. 

Independent claims 25 and 49 have the same or similar limitations to those 
described above with regard to claim 1 . As such, claims 25 and 49 and all claims 
dependent therefrom are patentable at least for the same reason noted above. 

The Examiner rejected claims 6-8, 16-17. 30-32, 40-42. 54-56 and 64-66 
as obvious over the combination of Josten and Duvillier. Duvillier is a patent 
publication that stems from an application filed December 12. 2000. The present 
continuation application stems fn:>m an application originally filed on July 31, 
2000. Because Duvillier was filed after the priority date of the current application, 
Duvillier cannot be used as prior art against any of the cunrently pending claims. 
The Examiner acl^nowledges that Josten does not disclose all of the limitations of 
claims 6-8, 16-17, 30-32, 40-42, 54-56 and 64-66. Because the Examiner admits 
that Josten does not disclose all of the limitations of the claims listed above and 
Duvillier cannot be used to reject any of the claims. Applicants request the 
Examiner to withdraw the obviousness rejections. 
Hi. CONCLUSION 

It is believed that no extensions of time or fees are required, beyond 
those that may othenA/ise be provided for in documents accompanying this 
paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of time are necessary 
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to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned 
under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including fees for net 
addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett-Packard 
Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 
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